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Most  Americans  will  be  humiliated  to  learn  that  our  Navy  has 
surrendered  to  the  Arab  boycott 

The  MiUtary  Sea  Transportation  Service  is  officially  recog- 
nizing  the  boycott  by  notifying  shipowners  who  want  to  transport 
oil  for  the  Navy  that  they  will  be  liable  for  any  exiaenses  incurred 
if  their  ships  are  penaliz^  for  trade  with  Israel. 

This  intolerable  practice  began  two  years  ago  When  a  tanker 
chartered  by  the  Navy  was  refused  facilities  in  Saudi  Arabia  be¬ 
cause  it  had  engaged  in  Israel  trade.  The  contract  was  cancelled 
and  litigation  ensued.  The  Navy’s  invitations  now  warn  prospective 
bidders  that: 

“In  event  the  vessel  is  prevented  from  loedins  or  discharging  in  any 
port  by  the  local  authorities  because  of  the  vessel  having  previously 
traded  with  Israel,**  the  Navy  shall  have  the  option  to  cancel  the  charter, 
to  require  the  substitution  of  another  vessel,  to  nominate  other  loading 
or  discharging  ports  and  that  “expenses  incurred  by  the  Charterer  in 
exercising  an  option  shall  be  for  the  account  of  the  owner.** 

It  is  an  ironic  coincidence  that  the  most  recent  MST3  invita¬ 
tion  (No.  30)  is  dated  Dec.  18,  1969.  For  on  that  day  the  UAR 
blocked  a  Greek  ship,  the  Aatypalea,  from  carrying  a  Haifa  cargo 
through  the  Suez  Canal. 

On  Jan.  23,  the  New  York  Times  editorially  accused  the  Navy 
of  “supinely  accommodating  itself  to  the  Arab  boycott”  Rep. 
Emanuel  Celler  (D-N.Y.)  introduced  a  bill  to  ban  the  practice. 
Sen.  Philip  A.  Hart  (D-Mich.)  told  the  Senate  that  the  Navy’s 
contracts  were  a  “concession  to  blackmail”  and  Sen.  Jacob  K.  Javits 
(R-N.Y.)  reminded  the  Navy  that  the  United  States  was  “not  a 
business  firm.”  And  Rep.  Samuel  S.  Stratton  (D-N.Y.)  called  on 
the  Navy  to  withdraw  invitation  No.  30. 

The  Department  of  State  is  perturbed  by  the  disclosure.  On 
Jan.  22,  the  Department  had  assured  Senators  W&yne  Morse  (D- 
Oreg.)  and  Javits  that  it  had  advised  all  our  missions  to  submit 
reports  on  cases  of  discrimination  against  Americans  on  the  grounds 
of  race  or  religion  (another  phase  of  the  Arab  boycott),  practices 
which  Congress  condemned  last  fall  when  it  approved  the  Morse- 
Javits  amendment  to  the  MSA. 

But  this  is  only  one  of  many  ways  in  which  the  UAR  has  sought 
to  enlist  our  government,  banks  and  businesses  in  the  economic  wary 
against  Israel. 

On  Dec.  21,  the  World  Bank  granted  a  $56.5  million  loan^ 
widen  the  Suez  Canal  despite  the  UAR  ban  on  Israel  shipping.  It 
is  no  coincidence  that  on  that  very  day  an  emboldened  UAR  inten¬ 
sified  the  boycott  regulations.  The  Arab  World  Bank  in  Damascus 
notified  an  American  bank  that  it  was  extending  credit  to  a  New 
England  corporation  which  had  traded  in  Damascus  in  the  past. 
But  the  corporation  is  now  required  to  certify  that  no  shipments 
will  be  made  on  vessels  passing  through  Israel  ports  or  on  vessels 
“included  in  the  UAR’s  blacklist” ;  that  “none  of  the  goods  formed 
part  of  the  German  reparations  to  Israel”;  and  that  “no  material 
of  Israel  origin  had  contributed  to  the  making  and  producing  of  the 
merchandise.” 

Thus,  an  American  bank  (coincidentally,  one  of  the  nine  which 
participated  in  the  World  Bank  UAR  loan)  becomes  an  agent  in  a 
transaction  governed  by  the  Arab  League’s  rules  of  war. 

The  corporation  angrily  rejected  this  offer  and  protested  to  the 
UJ3.  Department  of  Commerce. 

The  items  speak  for  themselves.  Do  they  speak  eloquently 
enough  to  move  the  Department  of  State  to  action? 


Vol  III,  No.  17,  February  1,  1960 


Hope  that  the  Worid  Bank  loan  to 
President  Nasser  mi^t  lead  to  a  modi¬ 
fication  UAR  pt^cies  faded  last 
fortnight  with  these  developments: 

f  ASWAN.  Although  five  Western  gov¬ 
ernments  had  offered  to  participate  in 
the  second  stage  of  the  Aswan  Dam, 
the  UAR  announced  on  Jan.  18  that 
the  Soviet  Unicm  had  agreed  to  under¬ 
take  the  second  stage  of  the  mammoth 
project  This  means  the  Soviet  Union 
will  continue  to  exert  a  dominant  in¬ 
fluence  over  the  UAR’s  economic  and 
poUtical  life  fw  the  next  decade.  But 
the  UAR  notified  Western  diplomats  it 
had  many  other  attractive  projects  open. 

H  BLOCKAOI.  On  Jan.  21,  Al  Ahram, 
leading  Cairo  newspaper,  welcomed 
UN  Secretary  General  Dag  Ham- 
marskjold  as  “apostle  of  peace  to  the 
city  of  peace.”  But  four  days  later, 
the  UN  Secretariat  conceded  Ham- 
marskjold’s  failure  to  persuade  Nasser 
to  lift  the  blockade. 

H  WATn.  Arab  foreign  ministers  will 
meet  in  Cairo  on  Feb.  17  to  study  the 
plan  to  divert  the  Hasbani  and  Ban- 
yas  rivers,  tributaries  the  Jordan 
River,  in  order  to  block  Israel’s  irri¬ 
gation  program. 

H  MOROCCO.  Visiting  Cairo,  King 
Mt^iamed  V  joined  with  President 
Nasser,  on  Jan.  19,  in  a  communique 
stressing  continuation  of  “the  jomt 
struggle  until  Arab  Palestine  is  hber- 
ated.”  Thus,  Nasser  has  succeeded  in 
involving  Morocco  in  his  intensified 
war  against  Israel. 

1  CUBA  and  the  UAR  plan  a  Havana 
conference  of  the  underdevel(^>ed 
countries  of  Latin-America,  Africa  and 
Asia  in  S^tember,  as  a  result  of  Cuban 
Foreign  Minister  Raul  Roa’s  recent 
visit  to  Cauo.  A  coalition  between  the 
Arab  and  Latin-American  blocs  at  the 
UN  has  long  been  an  Arab  League 
objective  and  Western  diplomats,  con- 
(Tum  the  page) 
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A  Lesson  For  the  Future? 


Post  mptwms  invariably  simulate 
debatc«-;gtf  Andiony  Eden’s  iqemoirs 
seriSMpfib  tiie  lilndOll  Times  and 
McCalf*  magazine  have  invited  sharp 
comment  in  many  capitals.  But  it 
would  be  unfortunate  if  recriminations 
should  obscure  the  contemporary  sig¬ 
nificance  of  these  recc^ections. 

Recent  developments  in  U.S.-Near 
East  policy  suggest  that  history  is  re¬ 
peating  itself  and  that  we  have  for¬ 
gotten  the  lessons  of  1956. 

Again,  as  in  1955  and  1956,  we  are 
building  up  President  Nasser  and  the 
UAR,  notwithstanding  the  Egyptian 
dictator’s  invt^vement  with  the  Soviet 
Union  and  his  impact  on  friends  and 
allies  in  the  Middle  East,  and  iK>twith- 
standing  the  stiffening  of  his  war 
against  Israel.  Sir  Anthony  may  help 
to  refresh  our  memmy. 

• 

The  Eden  diaries  recall  the  lengthy 
negotiations  during  which  the  British 
tried  to  penuade  Washington  that 
Nasser’s  seizure  of  the  Suez  Canal  in 
1956  was  a  dire  threat  to  the  West 

Eden’s  hope  was  to  make  the  world 
understand  ^gland’s  position  and  the 
real  menace  of  Nasser — that  England 
could  not  stop  short  of  using  force  if 
that  were  necessary. 

The  British  Prime  Minister  tele¬ 
graphed  President  Eisenhower: 

“If  we  take  a  firm  stand  over  this 
now  we  shall  have  the  support  of  all 
the  maritime  powers.  If  we  do  not,  our 
influence  and  yours  throughout  the 
Middle  East  will,  we  are  convinced,  be 
finally  destroyed.” 

The  U.S.  Reaction.  Sir  Anthony  recalls 
the  American  reaction.  On  July  28,  the 
Americans  appeared  “to  wish  to  iso¬ 


late  Egypt  among  the  nations  of  the 
world  and  to  bring  the  moral  pressure 
of  combined  opinion  to  bear  upon  CoL 
Nasser.  This  was  an  acceptable  inten¬ 
tion  but  it  took  no  account  of  the 
probability  that  Nasser  would  show 
himself  impervious  to  moral  pressure.” 

From  S^retary  of  State  Dulles  Sir 
Anthony  gained  the  impression  that 
President  Eisenhower  did  not  rule  out 
the  use  of  force. 

“He  recognized  the  transcendent 
worth  of  the  canal  to  the  Free  World 
and  the  possibility  that  the  eventual  use 
of  force  might  become  necessary  in 
order  to  protect  international  rights. 
But  every  possibility  of  peaceful  settle¬ 
ment  must  be  exhausted  before  this  was 
done.”  Sir  Anthony  quotes  Mr.  Dulles: 

“A  way  had  to  be  found  to  make 
Nasser  disgorge  what  he  was  attempt¬ 
ing  to  swallow.” 

But  tha  Allias  Puli  Apart.  Then  dif¬ 
ferences  arose.  The  British  were  paying 
canal  dues  to  the  Suez  Canal  Com¬ 
pany  in  London.  The  French  were  pay¬ 
ing  in  Paris,  but  the  United  States  and 
other  countries  paid  tolls  in  Egypt 

A  22-nation  conference  was  called 
in  London  on  Aug.  16.  The  British 
position  was  put  by  Mr.  Eden: 

“We  do  not  seek  a  solution  by  force, 
but  by  the  broadest  possible  interna¬ 
tional  agreement.  We  cannot  agree  that 
an  act  of  plunder  which  threatens  the 
livelihood  of  many  nations  shall  be 
allowed  to  succeed,  and  we  must  make 
sure  that  the  life  of  the  great  trading 
nations  of  the  world  cannot,  in  the 
future,  be  strangled  at  any  moment  by 
some  interruption  to  the  free  passage 
of  the  canal.” 

The  British  Ambassador  to  Washing¬ 


ton  assured  Prime  Minister  Eden  that 
Washington  “completely  accepted  the 
impossibility  of  leaving  the  control  of 
the  Suez  Cuial  in  the  hands  of  a  man 
like  Nasser.  Though  they  would  strain 
every  effort  to  bring  about  a  settlement 
by  negotiation  they  realized  that,  in  the 
last  resort,  force  might  have  to  be  used, 
and  they  understood  the  necessity  f(» 
the  military  precautions  which  we  and 
the  French  were  taking.” 

At  the  end  of  the  conference  Sir  An¬ 
thony  informed  President  Eisenhower: 

“I  have  no  doubt  that  the  Bear  is 
using  Nasser,  with  or  without  his 
knowledge,  to  further  his  immediate 
aims.  These  are  .  .  .  dislodge  the  West 
from  the  Middle  East  ...  get  a  foot¬ 
hold  in  Africa  so  as  to  dominate  that 
continent  in  turn  . . .”  and,  he  went  on, 
“the  policy  is  clearly  aimed  at  Wheelus 
Field  (the  U.S.  base  in  Libya),  the 
Habbaniya  (the  British  base  in  Iraq), 
as  well  as  Middle  East  oil  supplies.” 

But  in  September,  Sir  Anthony  com¬ 
plained  that  the  United  States  ^d  not 
cooperate  in  economic  sanctions.  Maxi¬ 
mum  pressure  was  not  exerted. 

Sir  Anthony  writes: 

“If  the  U.S.  government  had  ap¬ 
proached  this  isane  in  the  spirit 
of  an  ally,  they  would  have  done 
everything  in  their  power,  short  of 
the  use  of  force,  to  support  the 
nations  whose  economic  security 
depended  on  the  freedom  of  pas¬ 
sage  through  the  Sues  Canal.  They 
would  have  closely  planned  their 
policies  with  their  allies  and  held 
stoutly  to  the  decisions  arrived  at. 
They  would  have  insisted  on  restor¬ 
ing  international  authority  in  order 
to  insulate  the  canal  from  the  pol¬ 
itics  of  any  one  country.  It  is  now 
clear  that  this  was  never  the  atti- 


viewing  the  news 

continued 

cemed  about  the  deterioration  in 
American  relations  with  CXiba,  specu¬ 
lated  on  the  effect  of  Cairo’s  neutralist 
techniques  in  this  hemisphere. 

Mora  Hopoful.  In  contrast  with  these 
pessimistic  items.  King  Hussein  of 
Jordan,  in  a  cabinet  meeting  in  Jeiiisa- 
lem  on  Jan.  19,  urged  Arab  states  to 
take  a  constructive  approach  to  the 
Palestine  problem.  Reacting  to  Iraq’s 
propaganda  demands  for  a  new  Pales¬ 
tine  state  which  would  sunder  Jordan 
itself,  Hussein  charged  that  some  of 
his  Arab  neighbors  “are  dominated  by 


whim  and  driven  by  greed  and  consider 
the  Palestine  question  to  be  a  piece  of 
merchandise  and  a  means  to  gain.” 
He  said  that  “Arab  leaders  had  no 
plan  or  approach  but  are  using  the 
Palestine  prople  for  selfish  political 
purposes.” 

In  Briaf.  •  Pakistan  refused  to  allow 
Israel  to  send  an  observer  to  the  UN 
Economic  Commission  for  Asia  and 
the  Far  East  meeting  scheduled  for 
Karachi  on  Feb.  17.  As  a  result,  UN 
Secretary  General  Dag  Hammarskjold 
ordered  the  meeting  moved  to  Bang¬ 
kok,  Thailand. 

•  The  Kaiser-Frazer  Co.,  Haifa,  in¬ 
stituted  a  $1,800,000  suit  for  breach 


of  contract  against  the  French  Regie 
Renault  Co.  which  last  October  wai 
pressured  by  the  Arab  League  Boycott 
Office  to  cancel  a  contract  to  assemble 
Renault  cars  in  Haifa. 

B  Diplomatic  relations  between  Bo¬ 
livia  and  the  UAR  were  established  on 
Jan.  14  and  eight  days  later  the  Boliv¬ 
ian  government  warned  the  UAR  Em¬ 
bassy  in  La  Paz  to  stop  anti-Semitic 
incitement  El  Dario,  official  govern¬ 
ment  paper,  openly  accused  Arab  dip¬ 
lomats  in  many  parts  of  the  world, 
and  particularly  the  UAR  mission  in 
La  Paz,  of  provoking  anti-Semitic  inci¬ 
dents. 


tadc  of  the  United  States  govern- 
ment.  Rather  did  they  try  to  gain 
time,  coast  along  over  difficnlties 
as  they  arose,  and  improvise  pol¬ 
icies  each  following  on  the  failure 
of  its  immediate  predecessor.  None 
of  these  was  geared  to  the  long¬ 
term  purpose  of  serving  a  Joint 

No  sooner  had  the  London  confer¬ 
ence  established  a  policy  when,  on 
Sept  4,  Mr.  Dulles  propo^  the  crea¬ 
tion  of  a  Suez  Canal  Users  Association 
and  Mr.  Eisenhower  informed  Sir  An¬ 
thony  that  American  public  opinion 
flatly  rejected  force.  “He  admitted  that 
the  procedures  of  negotiation  on  which 
we  were  then  engaged  would  probably 
not  give  Nasser  the  set-back  he  d^ 
served,  but  he  advised  that  we  should 
sharply  separate  the  question  of  the 
canal  from  our  general  policy  towards 
the  Egyptian  dictatorship  and  the 
menace  under  which  Africa  and  the 
Middle  East  lay.  The  latter,  he  con¬ 
sidered  a  long-term  problem.” 

To  this  Sir  Anthony  replied: 

“We  must  have  some  immediate 
alternative  which  will  show  that  Nasser 
is  not  going  to  get  his  way.”  Eden 
outlined  England’s  assessment  of  Nas¬ 
ser’s  plans  and  likened  them  to  Hitler 
and  Stalin’s  expansionist  policies. 

“If  our  aaaessment  is  correct  and 
if  the  only  alternative  ia  to  allow 
Nasser’s  plans  to  quietly  develop 
until  this  country  and  all  Western 
Europe  are  held  to  ransom  by 
Egypt  acting  at  Ruasia’a  behest, 
it  seems  to  us  that  our  duty  is 
plain.  We  have  many  times  led 
Europe  in  the  fight  for  freedom. 

It  would  be  an  ignoble  end  to  our 
long  history  if  we  accepted  to  per¬ 
ish  by  degrees,”  Eden  continued. 

Subsequently,  Sir  Anthony  says, 
Mr.  Dulles  undercut  the  British  stand 
on  Sept  13  by  stating,  “that  we  do  not 
intend  to  shoot  our  way  through,”  and 
that  he  did  not  recall  what  Eden  had 
said  on  this  matter. 

Sir  Anthony  writes:  “The  words 
were  an  advertisement  to  Nasser  that 
he  could  reject  SCUSA  with  impunity. 
Now  the  Egyptians  had  nothing  to 
fear.  Here  was  a  spokesman  of  the 
United  States  saying  that  each  nation 
must  decide  for  itself  and  expressing 
himself  as  unable  to  recall  what  the 
sp>okesman  of  a  principal  ally  had  said.” 

Israoi's  Stake.  Sir  Anthony  believes 
that  Israel’s  action  against  the  UAR 
was  justified. 

In  the  beginning,  the  three  foreign 
secretaries  had  agreed  that  the  Arab- 
Israel  dispute  should  be  treated  sep¬ 
arately. 

“Israel  had  suffered  for  four  years 
from  the  Egyptian  refusal  to  obey  the 
UN  resolution  to  give  free  passage 
through  the  canal  .  .  .  Israel  was  also 


the  frequent  victim  of  Egyptian  raids. 

“Though  aU  of  this  was  too  true,” 
Sir  Anthony  writes,  “to  associate 
Israel’s  problems  with  those  arising 
from  the  nationalization  of  the  canal 
would,  at  this  time,  have  tangled  them 
to  Nasser’s  advantage.  If  we  were  to 
get  action  we  had  to  keep  the  issues 
crisp.” 

[Perhaps  Israel’s  nervousness  in¬ 
creased  precisely  because  its  com¬ 
plaint  against  Egypt  was  being 
bypassed.] 

But,  in  his  diary.  Sir  Anthony  deals 
at  length  with  Israel’s  ordeal.  He  re¬ 
calls  that  Egypt  began  its  fedayeen 
raids  against  Israel  in  19SS.  Nasser  had 
said:  “Wait  and  see.  Soon  will  be 
proved  to  you  the  strength  and  will  of 
our  nation.  Egypt  will  grind  you  into 
dust” 

In  August  19SS,  Cairo  officially  took 
credit  for  the  fedayeen  raids.  Cairo 
Radio  had  said:  “Egypt  has  decided  to 
dispatch  her  heroes,  the  disciples  of 
Pharoah  and  the  sons  of  Islam  and 
they  will  clean  the  land  of  Palestine.” 

Israel’s  fears  deepened  that  summer 
when  the  UAR  began  to  acquire  arms 
from  Communist  sources,  and  early  in 
19S6,  in  Washington,  Eden  had  urged 
that  England,  France  and  the  United 
States  should  reaffirm  the  Tri-Partite 
agreement  of  1950  and  also  take  mili¬ 
tary  precautions  publicly  to  make 
action  effective.  Had  that  been  done, 
there  would  have  been  “sufficient  com¬ 
fort  in  such  preparations  to  give  con¬ 
fidence  to  Israel.”  But,  Sir  Anthony 
continues,  “it  had  not  been  possible  to 
agree  upon  it” 

By  spring,  1956,  the  Egyptian  cam¬ 
paign  became  bolder  and  on  May  15, 
Cairo  Radio  proclaimed: 

“The  war  is  not  confined  to  attacks 
along  the  border  but  has  reached  the 
heart  of  Israel  .  .  .  The  quiet  in  the 
villages  remote  from  the  armistice 
lines  has  turned  to  terror.” 

The  British  Prime  Minister  con¬ 
tinues:  “The  Cairo  radio  blared  with 
increasing  vehemence  against  Israel, 
menacing  her  with  destruction.  Unless 
Israel  was  prepared  just  to  sit  and  wait 
until  it  suited  her  enemies  to  strangle 
and  finally  destroy  her,  it  was  clear 
that  before  long  she  would  have  to  take 
some  counter-action  at  least  to  put  an 
end  to  the  fedayeen  raids.” 

Some  of  these  fedayeen  raids  had 
been  mounted  under  Egyptian  leader¬ 
ship  from  Jordan,  and  the  British 
feared  that  the  Israelis  might  take 
action  against  Jordan. 

In  that  event.  Sir  Anthony  writes: 

**1116  position  for  na  would  be 
terrible  indeed.  We  had  a  treaty 
with  Jordan  to  defend  her.  This 
was  a  nightmare  which  could  only 
too  easily  come  true.  Jordan  call¬ 
ing  for  support  from  Nasser  and 


ourselves;  Nasser  calling  tor  sup¬ 
port  from  Russia;  France  lined  up 
with  Israel  on  the  other  side.”  But, 

Sir  Anthony  says,  Egypt  was  the 
source  of  the  thmt  to  larad. 

The  raids  spread  as  the  Suez  nego¬ 
tiations  dragged,  and  on  Oct  23,  Nasser 
tightened  the  ring  around  Israel  by 
establishing  a  joint  military  command 
in  Jordan,  Syria  and  Egypt  Six  days 
later,  the  Israelis  moved  into  Sinai. 

“It  is  at  least  a  grim  possibility  that 
they  would  not  be  a  free  nation  today 
had  they  not  taken  it  The  marked 
victim  of  the  garroter  is  not  to  be 
condemned  if  he  strikes  out  before  the 
noose  is  around  his  throat"  he  says. 

However,  in  the  UN  Security  Coun¬ 
cil,  the  United  States  moved  to  brand 
Israel  as  an  aggressor. 

“It  was  unmoved  by  the  history  of 
the  dispute  or  Egypt’s  aggressive  atti¬ 
tude  and  declared  intentions  against 
Israel,”  Sir  Anthony  claims. 

• 

Th*  PrasManfs  RoocHon.  The  Eden 
memoirs  brought  comment  from  Presi¬ 
dent  Eisenhower,  Jan.  26: 

“I  made  it  dear  that  the  United 
States  was  going  to  stand  by  its  in¬ 
terpretation  of  United  Nations  policy 
and  the  charter.  And  this  meant  that 
we  would  apply  this  to  anybody,  those 
that  we  thought  our  closest  friends,  as 
well  as  those  we  thought  were  in 
another  category  .  .  .  Early  in  Oc¬ 
tober,  Mr.  Eban  was  going  back  to 
Israel  for  a  short  time.  He  came  to 
see  me  and  I  told  him  I’d  hoped  that 
he  would  not  allow  any  misinterpreta¬ 
tion  of  sentiment  in  this  coun^  to 
sway  him,  and  particularly  because  of 
possible  Jewish  sympathy  for  the,  what  j 
seemed  to  be  an  intention  of  building 
up  around  the  mobilization  of  Israel 
at  that  time — I  hoped  he  would  xuk 
allow  this  to  sway  his  judgment  as  ip 
what  this  Administration  would  do  in 
doing  its  very  best  to  prevent  any  oun 
break  of  hostilities  and  the,  you  mighfi 
say,  the  settlement  of  international  is-\ 
sues  by  force.  And  I  told  him  that  if  he] 
thought  that  this  would  have  any  part, 
iota  of  influence  on  the  election  ( 1956) 
or  that  that  would  have  any  influence 
on  me,  he  should  disabuse  his  mind 
about  it 

“In  addition  to  that,  both  Foster 
Dulles  and  1  made  a  great — ^went  to 
great  pains  to  show  to  Britain  and  to 
France  what  we  would  do  under  that 
kind  of,  or  set  of  circumstances. 
As  far  as  the  decision  itself  was  con¬ 
cerned,  for  the  past  two  weeks — I  mean 
the  two  weeks  just  prior  to  the  action — 
Foster  Dulles  told  me  there  wasn’t  a 
single  item  that  came  in  from  the  Brit¬ 
ish  Foreign  Office,  and  as  a  matter  of 
(Turn  the  page) 
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continued 

fact,  he  referred  to  it  as  a  ‘blackout 
of  news.’  ” 

• 

Neither  the  Israel  Government  nor 
former  Ambassador  Eban,  now  a  Cab¬ 
inet  Minister,  would  comment 

But  the  President’s  statement  came 
as  a  surprise  to  American  Jewish 
leaders,  Ix^  Zionists  and  non-Zionists, 
for  the  history  of  American  elections 
has  always  demonstrated  that  Ameri¬ 
can  Jews  do  not  vote  as  a  bloc  and 
that  their  decisions  at  the  polls  are 
not  influenced  by  American-Israel  re¬ 
lations.  Leading  Jewish  organizations 
are  non-partisan,  do  not  endorse  can¬ 
didates,  and  the  question  of  Ameri¬ 
can  friendship  for  Israel  has  never  been 
a  controversial  political  issue,  since 
both  major  parties  have  always  sup¬ 
ported  a  friendly  American  policy. 

In  fact,  overwhelming  sentiment 
throughout  the  American  press  in  the 
Suez  crisis  was  sympathetic  to  Israel’s 
plight  because  of  the  Egyptian  provo¬ 
cations. 

j;  As  Walter  Lippmann  wrote  <«  Nov. 
1,  1956:  “There  were  two  ways  <rf 
.^taking  it  to  the  United  Nations  and 
(they  (the  President  and  his  advisers) 
:  'chose  the  wrong  one.  One  was  to 
V  seize  the  whole  border  problem  to 
\  recognize  that  it  is  a  two-sided  prob¬ 
lem  and  to  call  for  measures  to  re- 
']strain  the  Egyptian  raids  as  well  as  the 
'^sraeli  reprisals. 

•  \  “The  other  way  was  the  one  which 
^e  President  and  Secretary  Dulles 
took.  This  was  to  ignore  the  Egyptian 
raids;  to  treat  Israel  as  the  aggressor 
and  Egypt  as  the  innocent  victim. 
This  was  a  mistaken  policy,  indefen¬ 
sible  in  principle  and,  in  faict,  entirely 
unrealistic  and  impracticable.” 

Those  who  defended  Administration 
policy  in  1956  regarded  the  Suez  epi¬ 
sode  as  a  dramatic  opportunity  to 
demonstrate  to  the  Arab  peoples  and 
to  the  Afro-Asian  blocs  that  we  could 
act  independently  of  our  friends. 

Thus,  on  Nov.  2,  1956,  at  Hershey, 
Pa.,  Vice-President  Nixon  declared 
that  “for  the  first  time  in  history  we 
have  shown  independence  of  Anglo- 
French  policies  toward  Asia  and 
Africa  which  seemed  to  us  to  refiect 
the  colonial  tradition.  That  declara- 
ticm  of  independence  has  had  an 
electrifying  ^ect  throughout  the 
world.” 

And  this  is  the  question  today.  Are 
we  now  determining  policies  in  the 
Middle  East  on  the  basis  of  equity  and 
reality,  from  the  standpoint  of  our 
highest  national  interests  and  those 
of  the  international  community— or 
are  we  motivated  by  an  excessive  con¬ 
cern  for  the  public  relations  impact  of 
our  image  in  the  Arab  world? 


The  Worid  Bank  loan  to  the  United 
Arab  Republic  for  the  Suez  Canal 
widening  and  the  UAR’s  illegal  block¬ 
ade  continues  under  attack. 

In  Congress 

On  Jan.  20,  Sen.  Paul  H.  Douglas 
{D-IU.),  expressing  shock  at  the  deci¬ 
sion  to  extend  the  loan  despite  the 
blockade,  entered  into  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  the  Jan.  15  editorial 
from  the  Near  East  Report,  posing  the 
question  of  U.S.  economic  aid  to 
countries  engaged  in  economic  aggres¬ 
sion  .  .  .  The  same  day  Rep.  Victor  L. 
Anfuso  (D-N.Y.)  pointed  out  that 
since  the  World  Bank  loan  Nasser  is 
“working  both  sides  of  the  street,”  and 
on  the  following  day  Sen.  Jacob  K. 
Javits  (R-N.Y.)  told  the  Senate  that 
Moscow  and  Cairo  are  having  a  prop¬ 
aganda  field  day  at  our  expense,  whUe 
his  colleague  Sen.  Kenneth  B.  Keating 
(R-N.Y.)  stated  that  now  that  the  loan 
had  been  made,  “there  is  a  very  strong 
obligation  on  the  part  of  our  Govern¬ 
ment”  ...  to  bring  pressure  on  Nasser 
“to  see  to  it  that  he  lives  up  to  inter¬ 
national  commitments.”  .  .  .  The  same 
day  Rep.  Glenn  Cunningham  (R-Neb.) 
urged  the  Department  of  State  to  make 
a  “strong  protest”  to  the  UAR. 

Earlier,  on  Jan.  13,  Rep.  Dante  B. 
Fascell  (D-Fla.)  term^  the  loan  a  re¬ 
ward  for  illegality,  and  on  the  following 
day  Rep.  Abrahiun  Multer  (D-N.Y.) 
said  that  the  approval  of  the  United 
States  government  of  the  loan  was  an 
“immoral  condonation  of  illegal  and 
immoral  acts”  and  warned  that  this 
may  establish  a  precedent  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  Panama. 

On  Jan.  25,  Rep.  Leonor  K.  Sullivan 
(D-Mo.)  asked  what  Free  World  pol¬ 
icy  “really  is  on  this  question,”  and  on 


the  following  day  Sen.  Stephen  M. 
Young  (D-Ohio)  said  “while  we  re¬ 
main  silent.  Prudent  Nasser  coolDj 
blackmails  us.” 

In  the  World  Press 

In  Canada,  the  Toronto  Telegram, 
Dec.  1,  stated  that  the  main  Suez  issue 
remains:  “. .  .  the  international  guaran¬ 
tee  of  the  freedom  of  the  canal  under 
the  Suez  Convention  which  Nasser  has 
in  effect  abrogated  .  .  .”  and  the  New 
Glasgow  News,  on  Nov.  17,  said  that 
other  members  of  the  Bank,  besides 
Israel,  don’t  want  to  see  it  “finance 
canal  inq>rovements  as  long  as  Nasser 
violates  his  international  obligations.” 

A  Helsinki,  Finland  daily  on  Nov. 
21:  “.  .  .  Finland  ought  to  pay  more 
attention  to  this  question,  especially 
now  that  a  Finnish  vessel,  too,  has  been 
put  on  the  blacklist”  And  in  Norway, 
Norges  Handels  Og  Sjofarts  Tidende, 
Oslo,  Nov.  26,  wrote:  “.  .  .  it  would 
only  be  natural  to  require  that  old  obli¬ 
gations  be  met  before  the  loan  is  grant¬ 
ed.  .  .”  And  the  Oslo  Dagbladet,  Dec. 
23:  “.  .  .  It  is  in  Norway’s  own  interest 
to  support  this  demand.  Norway  is  one 
of  the  nations  whose  shipping  uses  the 
canal  most.  Norwegian  ships  on  their 
way  to  and  from  Israel  have  been 
stopped  .  .  .” 

Identifying  Nasser  as  a  “constant 
menace  to  worid  peace,”  Diario  de  Sao 
Paulo,  Brazil,  Nov.  17:  “The  block¬ 
aded  ships  and  the  freight  imprc^rly 
seized  belong  not  only  to  Israel  but  to 
numerous  other  Eur(^>ean  and  Amer¬ 
ican  nations  who  cannot  and  should 
not  endure  such  abuse  and  domination, 
specifically  condemned  by  the  United 
Nations  ...”  In  this  country,  the 
Denver  (Ccri.)  Post,  Jan.  19,  call^  on 
our  government  to  search  out  “ways 
and  means  to  (^n  the  canal  politically 
as  well  as  physically.  ...  If  we  ignore 
or  tacitly  accept  the  injustices  dealt 
Israel,  small  nations  may  well  wonder 
whether  the  Free  World  alliance  is  a 
two-way  street  between  large  and  small, 
or  wh^er  they  ate  helpless  pawns  in 
a  cosmic  game.” 
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